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DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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DECISION AND ORDER

'The attached Proposed Decision is hereby adopted as the Decision and Order of the
Medical Board of California, Department of Consumer Affairs, State of California.

“This Decision shall become effective at 5:00 p.m. on February 23, 2018.

IT IS SO ORDERED: January 26, 2018.

MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA |

™
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Kristina D. Lawson, J.D., Chair
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BEFORE THE
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Petition to Revoke
Probation Against:

Case No. 800-2016-027242
CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS, M.D.,
OAH No. 2017051081
Physician’s and Surgeon’s
Certificate Number A36026,

Respondent.

PROPOSED DECISION

Administrative Law Judge, Carla L. Garrett, heard this matter in Los Angeles, California
on November 8, 2017.

Wendy Widlus, Deputy Attorney General, represented Complainant Kimberly Kirchmeyer,
Executive Director of the Medical Board of California (Board). Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D.
(Respondent) appeared at hearing and represented himself.

Oral and documentary evidence was received, and argument was heard. The record
was closed, and the matter was submitted for decision on November 8, 2017.

FACTUAL FINDINGS

1. Complainant executed the Petition to Revoke Probation on February 22, 2017, in
her official capacity as the Executive Director of the Board.

2. On November 3, 1980, the Board issued Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certificate
number A36026 to Respondent. The license expired on April 30, 2014, and has not been
renewed.

3. The Board disciplined Respondent’s certificate, effective October 19, 1998,
pursuant to a Stipulated Decision and Disciplinary Order, in which Respondent admitted to the
truth of the allegations set forth in the Accusation filed in Case No. 16-96-64771. In brief,



Respondent admitted that he suffered discipline imposed by the Department of the Navy (Navy),
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery. Specifically, the Navy revoked Respondent’s clinical privileges
at the United States Navy Hospital in Naples, Italy, for failing to render safe, quality patient care,
for demonstrating deficits in his medical knowledge, expertise and judgment, for failing to
maintain complete, adequate, and accurate documentation in his patients’ cases, and for failing to
improve his patient skills despite preceptor counseling and recommendations.

4. Respondent’s certificate was revoked, but the revocation was stayed, and the
certificate was placed on probation for five years upon certain terms and conditions.

5. Condition 7 of Respondent’s probation provided, in pertinent part, the following;

“7. PROBATION SURVEILLANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE. Respondent shall
comply with the Division’s probation surveillance program. Respondent shall, at all times,
keep the Division informed of his addresses of business and residence which shall both
serve as addresses of record. Changes of such addresses shall be immediately
communicated in writing to the Division. Under no circumstances shall a post office box
serve as an address of record.”

(Exhibit 5, pages 0149 - 0150.)
6. Condition 10 of Respondent’s probation provided the following:
“10. VALID LICENSE STATUS. Respondent shall maintain a current and valid license

for the length of probation. Failure to maintain such license and to pay all fees shall
constitute a violation of probation.”

(Exhibit 5, page 0151.)

7. Condition 9 of Respondent’s probation stated that in the event Respondent should
leave California for more than 30 days, his probation would be tolled. Respondent has not
practiced in California since prior to the effective date of his probation, October 19, 1998. Instead,
Respondent has resided in Virginia, where he served in the Navy. As such, Respondent’s
probation was tolled, of which the Board advised Respondent in a letter dated January 27, 1999.

8. On September 15, 2001, Respondent advised the Board’s probation unit in writing

that his address of record had changed to P.O. Box 9648, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, effective
immediately.
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9. On October 12, 2002, Respondent advised the Board’s probation unit in writing
that his current address was 4100 Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, which also served
at Respondent’s residence. The Board continued to send correspondence to Respondent’s post
office address thereafter, which Respondent received.

10.  On March 19, 2004, Respondent advised the Board’s probation unit in writing that
his address remained P.O. Box 9648, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321.

11. OnJuly 25, 2011, in response to a request from the Board’s probation unit that
Respondent update his current name, address, and employment status, Respondent advised the
Board in writing that his address was “still” 4100 Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, as
well as post office box address of P.O. Box 9648, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321. (Exhibit 5, page
AGO 0287.) The Board continued to send correspondence to Respondent’s post office address
thereafter.

12. Respondent failed to pay his annual license renewal fees due by April 30, 2014.
On June 13, 2016, the Board’s probation unit sent Respondent a letter to his post office box
advising Respondent that his medical license expired on April 30, 2014, and reminded Respondent
of his duty to maintain a valid license status, pursuant to Condition 10 of his probationary terms.
The letter instructed Respondent to bring his license current by July 18, 2016, and that any failure
to comply could result in further discipline of Respondent’s license. The letter was returned to
sender as undeliverable.

13. On July 20, 2016, the Board’s probation unit sent Respondent a letter addressed to
his residence at 4100 Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, which advised that its
correspondence mailed to Respondent’s post office box had been returned as undeliverable. The
letter to the 4100 Scotfield Drive address was not returned as undeliverable. In the letter, the
Board’s probation unit requested Respondent to contact it as soon as possible.”

14. On September 11, 2017, the Board’s probation unit sent correspondence to
Respondent at his post office box, but it was again returned with a handwritten note on the
envelope stating that Respondent’s post office box had been closed for three years. This factor, in
part, prompted the Board to initiate probation revocation proceedings against Respondent. The
Board proffered no evidence demonstrating that it sent the September 11, 2017 correspondence to
Respondent’s residence address at 4100 Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321 as well, as it
had done with its July 20, 2016 correspondence to Respondent.

15. Ann Potter, who has served as a probation manager for the Board for the last 20
months, testified at hearing. Ms. Potter stated that because the probation unit has such large

"1t is unclear from the record whether Respondent contacted the Board’s probation
unit in response to the Board’s July 20, 2016 letter.
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caseloads, it is important that probationers maintain “one address of record.” Ms. Potter further
explained that although the probation unit had knowledge of Respondent’s 4100 Scotfield Drive
address, it considered the post office address as Respondent’s address of record, as the Board
never received anything from Respondent “officially” changing his address of record from the post
office address.

16.  To date, Respondent has not paid his license renewal fees.
Respondent’s Testimony

17. At the hearing, Respondent explained that he has resided at 4100 Scotfield Drive,
Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, since 2001, and that he advised the probation unit, accordingly.
Additionally, Respondent has sent multiple correspondences to the probation unit over the years in
which he listed 4100 Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321 on the envelopes as his return
address, which Ms. Potter acknowledged. Respondent’s residence address has not changed.

18.  Respondent did not pay his license renewal fees because he has and continues to
suffer financial hardship. Specifically, Respondent has not worked as a physician since 1998 and
has not had a job since 2002. He serves as the caretaker of an autistic, mentally challenged woman
(i-e., his stepdaughter), who is 27-years-old, but he receives no financial support for her care.
Consequently, he is forced to support the woman, as well as himself, with money he receives from
his military retirement, half of which he must pay to his ex-wife, and from social security
payments. Additionally, Respondent suffers physically from pain and fatigue stemming from
prostate cancer that he has been managing for the last seven years.

LEGAL CONCLUSION

1. The purpose of administrative license discipline is not to punish, but to protect the
public by eliminating practitioners who are dishonest, immoral, disreputable or incompetent.
(Fahmy v. Medical Board of California (1995) 38 Cal.App.4th 810, 817.)

2. While a licensing board is required to prove the allegations in an accusation by
clear and convincing evidence, a licensing board is only required to prove the allegations in a
petition to revoke probation by a preponderance of the evidence. (Sandarg v. Dental Bd. of
California (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 1434, 1442.)

3. A “preponderance of the evidence” is usually defined in terms of “probability of
truth,” for example, as evidence that, “when weighed with that opposed to it, has more convincing
force and the greater probability of truth.” In deciding whether a party has met his or her burden of
proof, courts consider both direct and circumstantial evidence, and all reasonable inferences to be
drawn from both kinds of evidence, giving full consideration to the negative and affirmative
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inferences to be drawn from all of the evidence, including that which has been produced by the
opposing party. (Leslie G. v. Perry & Associates (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 472, 482-483.)

4. Complainant has not established by a preponderance of the evidence that
Respondent has violated Condition 7 of his probation, which required Respondent to keep the
probation unit “informed of his addresses of business and residence which shall both serve as
addresses of record.” (Exhibit 5, pages 0149 - 0150.) The evidence shows that Respondent did, in
fact, provide the probation unit with his post office address and/or his residence address of 4100
Scotfield Drive, Chesapeake, Virginia 23321, beginning in 2001, and continued to provide either
or both addresses to the probation unit throughout the years. However, when correspondence
addressed to Respondent’s post office box address, which the probation unit considered his official
address of record, was returned to the probation unit as undeliverable, the Board concluded
Respondent violated his probation by not maintaining a current address of record. However, the
plain reading of Condition 7 states, in part, that “[u]nder no circumstances shall a post office box
serve as an address of record.” (Id.) Given the clear language of the probation condition, it begs
the question of why the Board considered and accepted Respondent’s post office address as his
official address of record, and repeatedly sent correspondence to it, given that Condition 7
expressly prohibited the use of a post office box as an address of record. Equally puzzling is why
the Board would choose to initiate probation revocation proceedings stemming from the return of
correspondence from Respondent post office address, instead of sending its final correspondence
to Respondent at the 4100 Scotfield Drive address, as it had on July 20, 2016, which was not
returned as undeliverable. In light of the above, Complainant failed to meet its burden of
establishing that Respondent violated Condition 7 of his probation, by reason of Factual Findings 3
through 5, and 8 through 15.

5. Complainant has established by a preponderance of the evidence that Respondent
violated Condition 10 of his probation, which required Respondent to maintain a current and valid
license for the length of his probation. The evidence shows that Respondent has yet to pay his
license renewal fees, which were due on April 30, 2014. (Factual Findings 3, 6, 12, and 16.)

6. Although Complainant has established her burden of demonstrating that
Respondent violated a condition of his probation, outright revocation of Respondent’s probation,
as Complainant has requested, would be overly harsh, unduly punitive, and given the
circumstances of this matter, unjustified. An extension of Respondent’s probationary period is
more appropriate, in order to give Respondent ample time to raise the necessary funds to pay
his license renewal fees, particularly given his currently compromised financial state. Such an
extension will have no negative impact on the public’s health, safety, or welfare, as
Respondent is prohibited from practicing medicine until he pays his renewal fees,
among other things. As such, Respondent’s probationary period shall be extended 24 months.



ORDER

Probation imposed against Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certificate number A36026, issued
to Respondent Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D., under the Board’s October 19, 1998 Probation
Order, is revoked. Revocation of probation is stayed, however, and Respondent’s probation
will remain in effect for 24 months from the effective date of the Decision in this matter under
the terms and conditions of the October 19, 1998 Stipulated Decision and Disciplinary Order.

During that period, Respondent must complete compliance of Condition 10, unless
Respondent successfully petitions the Board and receives relief, accordingly. Should
Respondent fail to comply with Condition 10 within the proscribed period, the probation
revocation stay will be removed, probation will be revoked, the stay on license revocation will
be removed, and Respondent’s license will be revoked.

Date:  December 5, 2017

DocuSigned by:

Carta L. Garnett
CARITAGARRETT
Administrative Law Judge
Office of Administrative Hearings
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. WENDY WIDLUS

XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California : '
E. A. JONES III FILED

Supervising Deputy Attorney General
£0 OF CALIFORNIA
ARAMENTO T ef-. 22 20 /7
' . ANALYST

Deputy Attorney General

State Bar No. 82958

California Department of Justice
300 So. Spring Street, Suite 1702
Los Angeles, CA 90013
Telephone: (213) 897-2867
Facsimile: (213) 897-9395
E-mail: Wendy. Widlus@doj.ca.gov

Attorneys for Complainant

‘BEFORE THE
- MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
- STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Petition to Revoke ‘ Case No. 800-2016-027242
Probation Against, ' ‘

CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS M.D.

P.O. Box 9648 . PETITION TO REVOKE PROBATION
Chesapeake, VA 23321
Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A
36026
Respondent.
Complainant alleges: ,
" PARTIES

1. Kimberly Kirchmeyer (Complainant) brings this Petition to Revoke Probation solely
in her official capacity as the Executive Director of the Medical Board of California, Department
of Consumer Affairs.

2. On or about November 3, 1980, 'the—Medical Board of California issued Physician’s
and Surgeon s Certificate Number A 36026 to Clemmle Lee Williams, M.D. (Respondent) The
Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certificate expired on April 30, 2014 and has not been renewed

3. Ina disciplinary action entitled “In the Matter of Accusation Against Clemmie Lee
Williams, M.D.,” Case No. 16-96-64771, the Medlcal Board of California, issued a de0131on
effective October 19, 1998 in which Respondent S Phy51c1an s and Surgeon’s Certlﬁcate was
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revoked. However, the revocation was stayed and Respondent’s Physician's and Surgeon's
Certificate was placed on probation for a period of five (5) years with certain terms and
conditions. A copy of that decision is attached as Exhibit A and is incorporated by reference.

4.  Respondent’s Physician’s and Surgeon’s Certificate expired on April 30, 2014, has
not been renewed, and is now in a delinquent status. o

JURISDICTION

5. This Petition to Revokev Probation is brought Before the Medical Board of California
(Board), Department of Consumer Affairs, under the authority of the following laws. All section
references are to the Business and Professions.Code unless otherwise indicated.

6.  Section 2227 of tho Code provides that a licensee who is found guilty under the
Medical Practice Act may have his or her license revoked, suspended for a period not to eXceed
one year, placed on probation and required to pay the costs of probation monitoring, or such other
action taken in relation to discipline as the Board deems proper.

| FIRST CAUSE TO REVOKE PROBATION
(Failure to Maintain Valid License)

7. At all times after the effective date of Respondent’s probation, Condition 10 of the
Board’s Decision and Order “In the Matter of Accusdtion Against Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D.,”
Case No. 16-96-64771, which became effective October 19, 1998, stated:

“VALID LICENSE STATUS. Respondent shall maintain a current and valid license for

the length of the probatlon Fallure to maintain such llcense and to pay all fees shall

. constitute a violation of probation.”

8.  Respondents probation is subject to revocation because he failed to comply with

Probation Condition 10, referenced above. The facts and circumstances regarding this violation

are as follows:

A. On or about June 13, 2016, the Board’s Management Services Technician sent a
semi-annual contact letter to Respondent to notify him that on April 30, 2014, his California
Physician’s and Surgeon’s License had expired.

B.  The June 13, 2016, letter to Respondent reiterated the portion of Condition 10 of the

2
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Board’s Probation Order which states “Respondent shall maintain a current and valid license for
thé length of the probation.” |

C.  The June 13, 2016, letter to Respondent stated Respondent had until July 18, 2016, to |-
renew his Physician’s and Surgeon’s License. '

D. Onor about July 13, 2016, the Board’s letter to Respondent was returned as
“RETURN TO SENDER NOT DELIVERABLE AS ADDRESSED. UNABLE TO
FORWARD.” o |

E. OnJuly 18, 2016, the Board’s Management Services Technician performed another

license verification inquiry and determined Respondent had not renewed his Physician’s and -

‘Surgeon’s Certificate.

F.  OnJuly 20, 2016, the Board’s Management Services Technician sent letters to
Respondent to two previous addresses and r/equested Respondent to contact the Board regarding
his Probation Order and verification of his current address and contact information.

G. | Respondent failed to respond to the Board’s ‘request.

SECOND CAUSE TO REVOKE PROBATION
(Failure To Maintain Current‘ Address)
9.  Atall times after the effective date of Respondent’s probatioﬁ, Condition 7 of the

Board’s Decision and Order “In the Matter of Accusation Against Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D.,”

Case No. 16-96-64771, which became effective October 19, 1998, s‘pated:

“PROBATION SURVEILLANCE PROGRAM COMPLIANCE. Respondent shall

comply with the Division’s probation surveillance program. Respondent shall, at all
times, keep the Division informed of his addresses of business and residence which shall
both serve as addresses of record. Changes.of Asuch addresses shall be immediately
communicated in writing to the Division. Under no éircur’nstances shall a post office box
serve as an address of record.” |

10. Respondent’s probation is subject to fevocétion because he failed to comply with

Probation Condition 7, referenced above. The factsand circumstances regarding this violation

are as follows:

3
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A. Onor ébout February 20, 2014, the Board’s M.anagement Services Technician sent
Respondent a semi-annual contact letter informing him of the 2014‘reporfing periods.

B.  Respondent failed to provide the Board with his businessvand residence addresses for
the 2014 reporting periods. |

C.  On or about February 11, 2015, the Board’s Ménagement Services Technician sent
Respondent a semi-annual contact letter informing him of the 2015 reporting periods.

D. Respondent failed to pro_vidc the Board with his business-and residence addresses for
the 2015 reporting periods.

DISCIPLINE CONSIDERATIONS
" 11.  To determine the degree of discipline, if any, to be imposed on Respondent,
Complainant alleges that on or about October 19, 1998, in a prior disciplinafy action entitled “In
the Matter of Accusatz;on Against Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D.,”, Respondent’s Physician's and
Surgeon's Certificate was placed on probation for a period of five (5) years with certain terms and
conditions. That decision is néw final and is incorporated by reference as if fully set forth.
PRAYER |

WHEREFORE, Complainant requests that a heafing be held on the matters herein alleged,

and that followmg the hearing, the Medical Board of California issue a demswn

1. Revoking the probation that was granted by the Medical Board of California in Case

No. 16-96-64771 and i 1mposmg the disciplinary order that was stayed thereby revoking

Physician’s and Surgeon § Certificate No. A 36026 issued to Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D.;:

2. Revokmg or suspending Physician's and Surgeon's Certificate No. A 36026, 1ssued to
Clemmle Lee W1111ams M.D.;

3. Revoking, suspending or denying approval of C‘lemmie Lee Williams, M.D.’s
authority to supervise physician’s assistants, pursuant to section 3527 of the Code; |

4.  Ordering Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D. to pay the Medical Board <;f California, if
placed on probation, the costs of probation monitoring; '

5. Taking such other and further action as deemed necessary and proper.

4
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DATED: February 22, 2017

LA2016503491
62293022.docx

KIMBERLY KIREHMEYER ™~ [/
Executive Director

Medical Board of California
Department of Consumer Affairs

State of California

Complainant

5
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Exhibit A

Decision and Order

Medical Board of California Case No. 16-1996-64771



REDACTED .

: BEFORE THE
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALYFORNIA
DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
In the Maiter of the Accusation ) |
Against: )
- ) No. 16-96-64771
CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS, M.D. ) -
Physician & Surgeon Cert, No. A-36026 )
Respondent )
)
'DECISION

The attached Stipulated Deciéion and Disciplinary Order in case number 16-96-64771 is
hereby adoptéd by the Division of Medical Quality of the Medical Board of California as its

~ deciston in the above entitled matter.

This Decision shall become efféctive on. . October 19, 1998

Tt is so Ordered | SePtemtfer 17, 1998

DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIF ORNIA

ex U P

CAROLE HURVITZ, M.D. =
Chairperson, Panel B

MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

¥-do-hersby vortify that this dooument-s.a true
il €9 ,mct capy- of the oiiginnl on fiie in-this
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DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General
of the State of California

GAIL M. HEPPELL :
Supervising Deputy Attorney General

1300 I Street, Suite 125

P. 0. Box 544255 :

Sacramento, California 94244-2550

Telephone: (916} 324-5336 .

Attorneys for Complainant

BEFORE THE
DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
MEDICAL BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
- DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusatlon Case No. 16-96-64771

| Against: .
CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS, M.D.. STIPULATED DECISION
2404 Pacific Avenue ‘ AND :
Long Beach, California 90806 DISCIPLINARY ORDER

California Physician’s and Surgeon’s
Certificate No. A-36026

Respondenﬁ.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

| I7 1S HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and between the
paftiesito~the above—entifled proceedings'that'the,following
matters are true:
1. An Accusation in case number 16-96-64771 was filed
with t£e Divisgion of Medicai Quality, of the Medical Board of
California Department of Consumer.Affairs,(tﬁe_"Division") on

September 17, 1996, and is currently pending against Clemmie Lee

Williams, M.D: (the "respondent").
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2. At‘all times relevant herein, resgpondent has been
1icehsed by the Medical Board of California under Physician and
Surgeon’s Certificate No. A-36026, igsued by the Board to
respondent on or about November 30, 1980. Said certifioate is
valid with an expiration date of Aprll 30, 2000

3. The Accusation, together with all statutorlly
required documents, was duly served on the respondent on or about
September 17, 1996, and respondont filed his Notice of Defense
contesting the Accusation on or,about'Januéry 15, 1998, .A copy -
of Accusation No. 16-96-64771 is attached as Exhibit "A" and
hereby incor@orated by reference as if fully set.forth.

4;- The Compiainant,,Ronald Josoph, is the Executive
Director of the Medical Boaro of California and brought this
action solely in his official_capacity. The Complainant is .
represented by the Attorney General of California, Daniel E.
Lungren, by and through Supervising Deputy Attorney General, Gail-
M. Heppell.

5. . Respondent is.not represented in this matter,
however, respondent has received and read Accusation No. 16-96-
64771 and fully understands his legal rights and the effects of

this stipulation.

6. Respondent understands the nature of the charges

alleged in the Accusation and that, if proven at hearing, the:

charges and allegations would constitute cause for imposing

discipline upon his certificate. Regpondent is fully aware of
his right to a hearing on the charges contained in the

Accusation, his right to confront and cross-examine witnesses
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against him, his right to the use of subpoenas to compel the
attendance of witnesses and the production of documents in both

defense and mitigation of the charges, his right to

.recon51de1atlon, appeal and any and all other rlghts accorded by

Lhe California Administrative Procedure Act and other appllcable
laws, Respondent knowingly, voluntarily and irrevocably waives
and gives up each of tﬁese rights.

7. In order to avoid the expense and uncertainty of a
hearing) respondent freely and velunﬁafily_waives each and every
one of these rights set forth above and edmits the truth of each
and every allegation contalned in paragraphs. 4 and 4 (A) of
Accusation No. 16-96- 64771 Respondent agrees that cause exists
to discipline his certificate pureuant ﬁo Bus%ness and
Professions Code seetion 141. -Respondent agreee to be bound by
the Division's Diseiplinary Order as set forth below.

8. Respondent acknowledges that he shall not be
permitted to withdraw from this‘etipuletion unless it is rejected
by the ﬁivision of Medical'Quality,.Medical Boafd of California.

9. - Based on the fore901ng admigsions and stlpulated
matters, the partlee agree that the D1v181on shall w1thout
further notice or formal proceeding, issue and enter the

following order:

- DISCIPLINARY ORDER

IT I8 HEREBY. ORDERED that Phy8101an g and Surgeon’s
Certlflcate numbe;)A 36026 issued to Clemmie Lee Wllllams, M.D.,
ig revoked. However, such revocation is stayed and respondent is

placed on probation for five (5) years with the folloWLng texrms
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and conditionsf Within 15 days after the effective date of this
decigion the respondént ehall provide the Division, or its
designee, proof of service that respondent has served a true'copy
of this.decision on the Chief of staff or the Chief Executive
Officer at every hospital where privilegee or membership are
extended to respondent or where respondent is employed to
practice medicine and on the Chief Executive Officer at every
insurance carrier where malpractice insurance coverage is
extended to respondent.

1.  PHYSICIAN ASSESSMENT AND CLINICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM (“PACE").

Within ﬁinety (90) days from the effective date of this

decision, respondent as his expense, shall enroll in the
Physician Assessment and Clinical Educatlon Program at the
University of California, San Diego School of Medicine
(hereinefter, the "?ACE Program") and shall uﬁdergo asseSsmeﬁh,
clinical training and examination. First, the respondenﬁ ghall
undergo the comprehensive assessment progrem including the
measurement of medical skills and'knowledge, the appraisel'of
physxcal health and psychological testing: After assessment, the
PACE Evaluation Committee will review all results and make a
recommendation to the Division or ips designee, the respondent
and other.auﬁhorized pefsonnel as to what clinical training is
required, including. scope and length Lreatment of any medical or
psychologlcal condition, and any other factors affectlng the
regpondent’s practice of medicine. The respondent shall

undertake whatever clinical training and treatment of any medical

‘or psychological condition as may be recommended by the PACE
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Program. Finally, at the completion of the PACE Program,
respondent shall submit to an examination on its cdnﬁenﬁs and
substance. The examination shall be designed and administered by
the PACE faculty. Respondent shall not be deemed to have
succéssfully completéd the pgogram'unless he passes the
examination. Respondent agreeé that the determination of the
PACE Program faculty ag to whether or not he haé passed the
examination and/qr succéssfully completed the PACE Progrém shall
be binding.

' Respondent shall compléte the PACE Program no later
than six months after his initial'enrollment unlessg the Division
or its designee agrees in.writing to a léter'time for completion.

If respondent successfully Qompletés the PACE Program,

'including the examination referenced above,. he agrees' to cause

the PACE repreéentati#es to forward a Certification of Successful
Compietion of the program to the Division or its designee.
If }espondent'fails to successfully complete the PACE

Program within the time limits'outlined above, he shall be

suspended from the practice of medicine.

Failure £o participate in, and successfully complete

all phases of the PACE Program, as outlined above, shall

constitute a violation of probation.

‘ 2. . SPECIAL PURPOSE EXAMINATION ("SPEX"). Respondent shall
take and pésé the Special'Pﬁrpose Examination ("SPEX") .
Requndeﬁt shall not practice medicine until respondent has
pagsed this examination and has been éo notified by the Division

or its designee. Respondent agrees that the Federation of State
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Medical Boards which administers the SPEX uill make respondent’s
scote(s) availaple to the Division or its designee. Respondent
shall pay.any costs associated with this examination (s).

3, MONITORING, Within thirty (30} days of the
effective date of this decision; respondent shall gubmit to the
Divigion or its des1gnee for its prior approval a plan of

practice in which respondent’s practice shall be monitored by

| another physician.in respondent'sffield of practice, who shall

provide'periodic reports to the Divieion or its designee.

If'the menitof fesigns or ig no longer aveilable,
respondent shall, within 15 days, move to have a new nonitor
appointed, throeugh nomination'by regpondent and approval by the
Division or its designee.

4. NON-SUPERVISION OF PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS. Re gpondent is

fhereby prohibited from any supervision of physician assistants

for the 1ength of his probatlon

5. OBEYALLLAWS. Respondent shall obey all federal,

state and local laws, all rules governing the practlce of
med1c1ne in California, and remain in full compllance wzth any
court -ordered criminal probatlon, payments and other orders.

6. ouummmnynnmnms. Respondent shall submit

quarterly declarations under penalty of perjury on forme provided

by the Division, statlng whether there has been compliance with

all the conditions of probatlon

7. PROBAIKﬁJ?URVEHIANCEPROGRANICQMPLHHKH‘ " Respondent

shall comply with the Division’s probation surveillance program,

Respondent” shall, at all times, keep the Divigion- informed of his
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addresses of business and residence whidh-sﬁall both.serve as
addresses of record. Changes of such addresses shall be
lmmedﬂately communlcated in wrltlng to the DlVlSlon Under no
01rcumstances shall a post office box serve as an address of
record.

Respondent shall also immediately inﬁorm the Division,
in writing, of any travel to any areas outside the jurisdiction
_of‘California which 1aets, or islcontemplated to last, wore than ,
thirty (305 days.

8.  INTERVIEW WITH THE DIVISION, ITS DESIGNEE OR TTS -

A

DE&GNATEDPHYﬂCUU«Q iRespondent shall appear in person for

'1nterv1ews with the D1v151on, its designee or its de51gnated

phy81c1an(s) upon request at vardous intervals and w1th

reasonable notice.

S. TOLLING FOR OUiGF—STATE FRACTICE, RESIDENCE OR IN-STATE NON-'-

PRACTICE. In the event respondent should leaVe California to-

reside or to practice outside the State or for any reason should

respondent stop practicing medicine in California, respondent

_shall notlfy the Division or its de91gnee in wrltlng w1th1n ten_”

(10) days of the dates of departure and return or the dateg of

non-practice within California. Non-practice is defined as any

perlod of time exceedlng thlrty days in which relpondent is not-

 engaging in any dotivities defined in Sectlons 2051 and 2052 of
the Business and Professiong Code. All'tlme spent in an

intengive training program approved by the Division or its

designee shall be considered as time spent in the practice of

medicine. . Periods of temporary or permanent residence-or
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practice outside California or of non-practice within California,
as defined in this condition, will not apply to the reduction of

the probatiocnary period:

10. VALID LICENSE STATUS.  Respondent shall maintain a
current and valid license for the length of the probation.
Failure to maintain such license and to pay all fees shall
constitute a violation of probation.

11. COMPLETION OF.PROBATION. Upon successful completion

of probation, respondent’s certificate shall be fully restored.

12. VIQOLATION OF PROBATION. If re spondent violates

probation in any respect, the Division, after.giving regpondent
notice and the oppOrtdnity to be heard, may revokevprobation and
carry out the disciplinary ofder that wag stayed. If an |
accusation or petition to revoke probation is_filed against

respondent during probation, the Division shall have continuing

jurisdiction until the matter is final,'and the period of

probation shall be extended until the matter'is final.

©13. COSTRECOVERY. The réspondeht is hereby ordered
to reimburse the Diviéign the amount of $400.00 within niﬁgpy
(90) days of the effective date of this .decision for its
investigative énd prosecution costs. Faillure to reimburse the
Division’s cost of investigation and prosecution sghall constitute

a violation of the probation order, unless the Division agrees in

‘writing to payment'by an installment plan because of financial

hardship: The filing of bankruptcy by the respondent shall not
relieve the respondent of his responsibility to reimburse the

Division for its investigative and prosecution costs. Periods of
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residence or practice outside Califormia, whether the periods of.
residency or practice are temporary or permanent, will toll the
probation period but will not toll the cost recovery regquirement.

14. PROBATION COSTS. Respondent shall pay the costs

associated with probation monitoring each and every year of
probation, which are currently set at $2,304, but may be adjusted.
on an annual bgsis. Such costs ghall be payable to the Division
of Medical Quality and delivered to‘thé designated probation
gurveillance monitor at thé‘beginning of each calendar year.
Failure to pay costs within 30 days of thé'due da;e gshall

constitute a violation of probation.

15. Lﬁmm$ESURRENDER. fFolléwing the effective date of
this deciéion, if respondent ceases practicing due to retirement,
health reasons or is otherwise unable o satisfy the terie and
conditions of probatlon, regpondent may voluntarlly tender his
certlflcate to the Board The Division reserves the right to
evaluate the respondent’s request and to exercise its discretion
Wheéher to grant the reguest, or to take any'other action deemed
approprlate and reasonable under the 01rcumstances Upén formal
acceptance of the tendered 1lcense, respondent will ‘not longer be.
subject to the terms and condltlons of probation. S

CONTINGENCY

. This stipulatiOn éhal1 be subjéct to the approval of

the Division. Respondent understands and agrees that Board staff |

and counsel for complainant may communicate directly with the

Division regarding this stipulation and settlement, without

notice to or participation-by respondent or his counsel. If the -
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Division fails to adopt this stipulatiocn es its Order; the
stipulation ghall be of no force or.effect, it shall be
1nadm1851ble in any legal action between the parties, and the
Division shall not be dlsquallfled from further actlon in this

matter by virtue of its consideration of this stipulation.

/11
/11
/11
/11
/11
/11
11/
/1
/11

ACCEPTANCE

I have read the.ebove Stipulated Settlement and
Disciplinary Orxder. I have understand the terms and conditions
and other matters contalned thereln, and I understand the effect
that this Stipulated. Settlement and D1501p11nary Order will have
on my certlflcate, and agree to be bound thereby‘ "I enter this

stipulation freely, know1ng1y, 1ntelllgently and voluntarlly

. DATED: /R e L T
{
| & s
N C;fﬂbdjck; A44 L&/ i?lﬁw_ej ﬂ/)/ﬂ‘
CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS M.D.
Respondent

10.
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ENDORSEMENT

The foregoing Stipulated Settlement and Disciplinary

Order is hereby regpectfully submitted for the consideration of

the Divisgion of Medicai Quality, Medical Board of California,

DATED:

03573160-SA 1996 AD1238(8/98,cld)
c:\dat\wpimedboardistips\williams.stp

'Department of Consumer Affairs.

/Lubhbyﬁ/ & (\ 449

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney. General
of the State of California -

W”J /1) 7%7/,&//

GAIL M. HEPPEL¥ |
Supervising Deputy Attorney General

Attorneys fox Complainant

11,
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‘CLEMMIE LEE WILLIAMS, M.D.

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General
of the State of Callfornla
GAIL M. HEPPELL
Bupexrvising Deputy Attorney General
1300 I Street, Suite 125
P, 0. Box 944255 _ ,
Sacramento, California '94244-2550

Talephone: (916) 324-5336

Attorneys for Complainént

_ BEFORETHE

DIVISION OF MEDICAL QUALITY
 MEDICAL BO N
DEPARTMENT

In the Matter of the Accusatlon ) Case No. 16-96-64771
Agalnst ) _ »
) .

) ACCUSATION

U.S. Navy Hospital . )

PSC 810 Box 19 ' )

FPO, AE 09619 )

Callfornla Physician’s and Surgeon’s )

Certificate No. A36026 )
)
)

Respondent.

"~ The Complainant.allegés:
PARTIES

1. Complainant, Ronald Joseph, is the Executive

Director. of the Medical Board of Califarnia'(hereinafter the

"Board")-and brings this accusation solely in his official

|l capacity.

2. On or about November 3, 1980, Physician’s and
Surgeon’s Certificate No. A36026 was issued by the Board to
Clemmie Lee Williams, M.D..(hereinafter "respondent"). The

1iceﬁse»will expire April 30, 1998, unless rengwed.
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JURISDICTION

3. This accusation is brought before the Division of

Medical Quality of the Medical Board of California, Department of

Consumer Affairs (hereinafter the "Division"), under the

‘authority of the following sections of the California Business

and Professions Code (hereinafter "Code"):

A. Section 2227 of the Code provides that the Board
may,nevoké, suspend for a period not to excéed one year, or
place on probétion, the license of any liceﬁsee who has been
found.guiity under the Medical Practice Act.

B. Section 125.3 of the Code provides, in part, that

' the Board may request the administrative law judge to direct

any licentiate found to have committed a violation or

violations of the licensing act, to pay the Board a sum not

‘to exceed the reasonable costs of the investigation'ami

enforcement of the case,

C. Section 118(b) of ﬁhe Code provides, in pait, that
the expiration of a license shall not deprive the Bcard of
jurisdiction to proceed with a disciplinary action during
the time within which the license may be réﬁe&éd; reséored,
or reinstated. Z

| D. Section 2428 of the Code providés,_in vart,
that a license which has expired méy be.renewed any
time within five years‘after expiration{

E. Seéction 141 of the Code provides:

"(a) For any licensee hblding a license issuei. oy

a board.under the jurisdiction of the departimenz, a
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. dieciplinary action taken by another state, by any

'aeency of_the'federal gevernment, or by another ceuntiy
for any act substantially related to the practice
regulated by ﬁhe California license, may be a ground
for disciplinary action by the respective state
licensing board. A certified copy of the record of the
disciplinary action taken against the_licenSee/by
another state, an agency of the federal government, or
another—country shall be conclusive evidence of the
events related therein.

"(b) Nothing-in this section shall preclude'a~
board from applying a specific statutory provision in
the licensing act administered by that boa;d that
lprovides for discipline based upon a‘disciplinary
ection taken againéﬁ the licensee by anothef staﬁe, an
agency of the federal government, or another,couﬁtry.ﬂ

FIRST CAUSEFOR DISCIPLINE

(Discipline, Restriction, or Limitation ImoOsed By Another State)

4. Respondent Wllliams is subject to dlSClpllnaIy

-actlon under section 141 of the Business and PrOLeSSlonS Code in

that on October 24 1995, the'Department-ox the Navy, Bureau of

Med101ne and Surgery imposed discipline on reseondent s rlght to

practice medicine in the<Nauy by revoklng.respndept s clinical

privileges at the U.S. NavalvHospital, Naples, Italy. The
circumstances are as follows:
A. In or about 1995, respondent failed to render

'safe, quality .patient ¢are, demonstrazed deficits in his
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medical knowledge,.expertiSe and judgment, documentation in

a, number of cases.is inéomplete,'inadequate and/or

inaccurate, and despiteé preceptor counselling and

recommendations reépondent’s patient skills failed to
improve. | |

Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the
Decision from the Department of the Navy.

PRAYER

WHEREFORE, fhe compléinant requests that a hearing be
held on the matters herein alleged, and that following the
hearing, the Division issue a decision; "

l.. Revoking or suSpénding Physician’s and Surgeon’s
Certificate Number A36626,_heretofore issued to respondent
Clemmie Lee Willianms, M'D{;

2. Revoking, suspending or denying approval of the
respondent’s’ authority to supervise physician’s assistants,
pursuant to Business and PiofessionS»Code section 3527;

. 3. Ordering respdndent to pay the Division the actual
and,reésonable costs of the.inveétigation and -enforcement of this
case; | - | |
1/

/7
/7

/7

//
/!
/1
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4. Taking such other and further action as the
Division deems nécessary and:pfoper.'

DATED: September 17, 1986 s .

RONALD JOSEPH

Executive Director

Medical Board of California
Department of Consumer Affairs
State of California '

Complainant

e .

' Y '.J ,| "‘"'f‘\-w;....,,,\'_, e "". i Sar
03573160-6A55M01.238 (SM) k
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‘Th“

DERPARTMENT OF THE NAVY .
BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY IN REPLY REFER TO

.
WASfI:Ing‘:‘FOi 85550:725300 " 6320/C95-017
N : Ser 362/96U114001385.

19 Jul 96

Beverly Wright :
Enforcement Program Analyst
Medical Board of California
357 Van Ness Way, Suite 110
Torrance, CA 90501

Dear Ms Wright-

Enclosed you will- find the lnformatlon YyOu, requesLed regardlng
Clemmie Williams, M.D, The pr1v1leglng authority's action is flnal
sledge of this information is govErmned by 1008 T. 8 1102
Accordingly, the names of individuals associated with the Navy's
Medigal Quality Assurance Program have been deleted. We recommend .
you congult 10 U.S.C, § 1102 on the proper handllng of :this
1nformatlon : .,

As this command does not hold the or*glnals of the requested
dochiiénts, We cannot provide certifigd copiles of the origifAdls. We

_certlfy, however, that the copies providec to you are true coples of

the ones in our file. The file coples are the documents upon whlch
we rely. They are generated and used in the normal course of our
business and are considered to be}accurate and comnlete
reproductions of the original dociiants .

. Hig socxal securlty
number is. . A i on file is his work .
address whlchfms 8. Naval HOSpl al, PSC 810, Box 19, FPC AE
09619-0700 :

’901nt of contact is Lieutenant Commander P. M DeLaney, JAGC,
USN (MED 362) at (202) 762 3093.

Slncefe|y, S R

,’1’ L CIL...V.LCh
prmmander, Judge Advocate
Genersl's Corps~

United States Navy

Director, Medico-Legal

Affairs Division

By direction of the Chief,

Bureat of Medicine and Surgery

Encl: :
(1) Documentatlon ICO Clemmle wllllams, M.D. (gonv)

Copy to:
Clemmie williams, M.D. (w/o enclosure)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE hevy

BURL AL CIF AEDICINE AND S LRGESE ‘e REP, ALCER "7
' )00 E STREET Aw :
WASHINGTON DC 20372-5350 . 6320/C95”017
Ser 362/0003
5 Jan 96

CERTIFIED MATIL, - RETURN RECELPT REQUESTED

From: Chief,'Bufeau of Medicine and Surgery.
TO: CAPT Clemmie L. Williams, MC, USNR
Via: Conmanding Officer, U.S. Naval Hospital, Naples, Italy

Subj ADVERSE PRIVILEGING ACTION APPEAL

Ref: (a) CO, U.S, NAVHOSP Naples ltr 6320 Ser 00/100126 of
oo . 24-0et .85 : : :
(b) Your ltr of 1 Nov 95 - ,
(¢) CO, U.S. NAVHOSP Naples ltr 6320 Ser 00/110011 of
6 Nov 95 ' A
(d) BUKMEDINST 6320.67

Encl: (1) BUMED Adverse Privileging Appeal Committee Report
: . of 18 Dec 95 ICO CAPT.Clemmie L. Williams, MC, USNR

1. By reference (a) you were advised of the decision of ‘
Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Hospital, Naples, Italy, to revoke
your. clinical privileges. By. reference (b) you appealed that
decision to me. Reference (c) forwarded your letter with

‘comments .

2. I have carefully reviewed youfr appeal, all relevant
documentation, and the recommendation of the Bureau of Medicine
and Surgery Adverse Privileging Appeal-Committee (enclosure (1)) .

3. Based upon my réeview, I find your rights under reference (d)-
were protected. The decision of Commariding Officer, U.S. Naval
Hoapitdl, Naples, Italy, is approv :

4.  'This -constitutes the.finql'a". ‘_your'appéal,buféﬁant“to”

reference (4d).




BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY
ADVERSE PRIVILEGING APPEAL COMMITTEE
REPORT OF ‘
18 DECEMBER 1995
S IN THE CASE OF
CAPT CLEMMIE L. WILLIAMS, MC, USNR

1. It is this committee’s unahimous opinion that the provider's
rights accorded in BUMED Instruction 6320.67 were protected.

2, .It is this dommittee's unanimous finding that Commanding
Officer, Naval Hospital, Naples, Italy, did not abuse his

discretion in revoking CAPT Clemmie L. wWilllams' privileges to
. practice medicine and terminating his professicnal staff
appointment.. : ‘ : :

3. It is this committee's unanimous regomménda;iﬁn that the
actions of Commanding Officer, Naval Hogpital, Néples, Italy, be
approved and that. CART Williams' appeal be deafed.
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' DEPARTMENTOFTHENAVY
U.S. NAVAL HOSPITAL
PSC 810, BOX 19
FPO AE 09619.0700

16320
Ser 00/ 110011
06 Yov 95

From: Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Hospital, Naples, Italy
To;  Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery  (Code 36), Navy
Department Washington, DC 20370

ENDORSEMENE oN APPEAL OF CAPT CLEMHIE L. WILLIAMS, MC,

Encl: (1) €O U.S. NAVHOSP Naples ltr 6320 Ser 00/1Q0126 of 24
‘ " Oct 95
(2) CAPT Clemmie L. Williams Appeal 1ltr of 1 Nov 95
(3) Cco U.s. NAVHOSP Canp Pendleton ltr 6000 Ser 44/852527
' . of 31 oct 85
(4) CO U.S. NAVHOSP Naples ltr 6320 Ser 00/100055 of 12
Oct 95

1. En¢losures (1) thfough-(4) are forwarded for'your‘review;'

2. I concur with the recommendations. of the Peer Review Panel
(enclesure (4)), that CAPT Williams, who has more than 17 years
of combined active duty and reserve service, should be given the
opportunlty for refresher training at another hospital.

3. I recommend that his Family Bractice desmgnator be changed to
General Medical Officer.

" 4. Refresher tralnlng would be best accompllshed at a larger
trainirig hospital where he would be able to attend regularly
ol ;ed conferences and interact in a more academlc
'envm ment . '

i o I response to paragraph 4 of CAPT Williams: respdnse,
(enclosure (2)) it should be pointed out that though he may not
have Heen the subject of any ifivéstigation, while at Naval
Hospital camp Pendleton he was removed from all patient care
responsibilities and assigned.? the 11brary - ln effect not
permitted to practice, in Oc o108 {3)).




wrmtt&n-statement is clear he.was completely satlsfled with the
‘care I provided. : '

1'NOWﬁmber 1995

From: CAPT Clemmie L. Williams, MC, USNR.
To: - Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery
Via: Commandlng Officer, Naval Hospital Naples

'Subj: RESPONSE TO PEER REVIEW FINDINGS AND RﬂCOMMENDATIONS

Ref: (a) BUMEDINST 6320.67

L. As provided for in reference (a), the following comments

- regarding the peer review panel’s findings and recommendatlons are

gubmitted. I “bélieve the tétality of thHe evidehcs ™ shows “the

‘allegations which the panel declared were true are, in fact,

unfounded. Although much of what is submitted was prev1ously
submitted to the Commanding Officer, Naval Hospital Napleg, I have -
added addltlonal comments for your consideration.

2. Regarding allegatlon one, that I failed to render safe quality
care; all patients treated by me ‘at Naval Hospital Naples have dome -
well, There have been no injuries, no 1nappropr1ate diagnoses, - or
incorrect therapy. I invite your attention to pages 37-38, 55-58,
67, 72, and 94 of the transcript of the testlmony before the panel.,

Addltlonally, the emergency room chart review found no errors in

charting, diagnosis, or therapy (pp.52-53, transcript). ‘It makes
no _ée that A 100% review of my emergency room work would flnd no
3 § while only a 20% review Of my work in Family .Prs : (

“such a high number of ertors as alleged by hCDRS

ed the exam based on hig sl €1 ,
iscomfort which I observed durlng the ¢
complained.to we of blood in his wring
-a,e tests and gave him a follow up appolnt
iri seven to ten days. Dr. . e told M
urn to see me. On page 29 of thé transcript,
>f the panel members, observed on the record th
er & rectal exam uncil a later time, &
al is likely. 1In the case of LTCOL_

was unhappy with my treatment. }

4. Ragardlng allegation two, that I demonstrated deficits in my
medical knowledge, expertise, and judgment, I.note the first time

. I took the three-day medical . licensure exam in California, I -




pagsed. I passed the two- day Board Cercification in Family
Practice. I have not recertified in Family Practice bécause-.I
began formal training in medical management &t .the University. of
California. I am presently Board Qualified in medical management
and am on schedule to take the Board exam. Next year I intend to
pursve .recertification in Family Practice. I am currently BCLS,
ACLS, and ATL$ trained and certified., Bach.year I have accumulated
the necessary hours to maintain licensure and receive the Physician
Recognltlon Award, I am.a Felloy of the American Academy of Family
cfice Physiclang. In September 1995, I attemnded the National
ific Asgembly in California, where the emphasis was on
ntatlon I have practlced medmcmne ﬁor almpst Lwenty years

elve years @f my practmce
: communlty. Part of my military
t as Commandlng .fflcer of the reserve unlt Naval

tlons, or any other complawnts T submlt my - work there
3 L.y work at.Twentymine -Palme, - whlch

, * er a= gd exhibit, are more atcurate indicators of
-y do pe. ence ‘than the fout-month evaluation of officers who
- efore the panel my refusal to practlce obstetrics was the

Iin all'falrness, could any. physicxan w1hhstanq an intense review of
w'hls oL her reoardkeeplng and come out of 1L dl h no errors found9

] that 114 Gocunentatlon in-a numbex
: :for/lnaccurate, 1n'add‘” of

that wy pat_ent skills failed to’

egardlng allegatlon five,
i fe;llng'ané recomm;fdatlons, I note

déspite preceptot toun
: iven iny two ou_p--’zr

médicing 1 prescrlbe to Rig mot;er - uect.p;ed I had used these
Same meddcdtions while in traindng 28

side effedts evéer noted. .The Phy51c1aqc Debk Reference does not
state these medications are contraindizated for lactating tothers

7. I welcome the opportunlty to receive any training'you deem
‘ appropriate, however, I am confidert I can continue tp practice

o , med1C1ne as a GMO during the lema“n*nc 19 meanths of my assignment’




to Naval Hospital Napleg. In light of my nearly twenty years’
experience .with no blemishes of any sort on my record, in light of
the ‘fact not one patient suffered harm because of anything I did or
failed to do, I cannot and do not concur with the peer review
panel’s findings regarding allegations one,. two, three, and five,
nor do I concur with their recommendation-to revoke my pr1v1leges
I £iAd it impossible to Fairly and honestly evalilate ny perfomance, -
or any phys1C1an g performance, over a period of time as short as
four months, as is the case here. This evaluation is particularly
suspect in view.of the testimony before theé panel which alluded to
tengions ‘I had with the other physicians over my refusal to
pra ;1ce obstetrics, a refusal I contend was not-only im my best
intérests, but was 1n thHe Navy’s and the local communlty s bést

“:lntenests

8, ) strongly believe, as you review the entire case, you will .
find 1nequ1t1es in - its content. I have put forth great effort in
preparing myself to be the best physician possmble Ag an African-

Amerigan physician, I am palnfully aware that SOmetimes, for one
reagop or another, more’ i expected of me,.:I believe that, when
_the entire case is c@ns;demad vou will £ind wmy. pe:ﬁozmanue and
' nce has met all expectations., I reiterate, I still find it

‘1nconcelvable for anyone to accuse me of K pdor patlent carg "and
recdomnend revocation of my privileges after only :four months on
8ite. I must only conclude the real issue was not patlent care,

and T feel the documéntation and testimony before: the- peer ‘review
.panel and now before you, bears that out.

9., . .L-must comment on -the suggestlon made that for my- remainmng'
tlme at Naval Hogpital Naples I be assigned conly -adiminlstrative
_ While many physicians nearing the end of their. mllltary
rs would welcome such a move, I stronly de51re to contlnue
;pro ding what I consider excellent patient ‘gare. .

I will be in the Washlngton, D.C. area fr@m
IE . you so desire, I welcome the opportunlty to:
S with you personally Thank yvou for your at'
“ gerigitive issue. .

Very regpectfully,

6. 'L, WILLIAMS
CAPT MC USNR
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To: Captain Clemmie L. Williams, MC, USNR,

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY |
U.5. NAVAL HOSPITAL
PsSC 810, BOX 13
FRO AE 09619.-0700

6320
Ser 00/ 100126

24 O¢ct 95

From: Commanding Officer, U.S, Naval Hospital

,‘Italy

Subj: FINAL DECISTON IN. THE CABE OF CAPT CLEMMIE L. WLILLIAMS,
Mc, USNR,'

Ref: (a) SECNAVINST 6320 23
(b) BUMEDINST 6320,67 :
(c) BUMEDINST 6320 674 anclosure (8
(d§ USNH, Naples 1tr 6320 Ser 20/070137 of 18 Jul %5 .
o ” ‘ L.

wllllams, USN, , of 27 Sep - 29 Sep 95
m(a) through (), you were
W;Panel report 1nclud1ng a
rence (e).

1. In acccrdanCe w1th ref*

.transévipt of “the hearlng, red

Qrdance w1th ref ‘“74L,MM*Q through,(c), You. were.
i j itt n c,mments on the

.":of prlvilages.
te w;th +the na@p:

wve the right to appeal =ny final.d k¥ k 3y TR E.
> revoke clinical P SRR TSI O

|, in writing, to B
days Of receipt o
. ‘The grounds for t
of the pr1V1leging i
e appeal.

mrity must ramam:

-,

. 1-’-peal deczsmons will ordlnarlly be limited to a review of
peted sd grounds for &ppe If a procedural errpr not raiged

B your appeal I Fied during app view: that
at ‘s the fundamental fairfiess of the peer review process,

corrective action may be dirdcted.

6.  For new ev;dence to be consndered fer the first time on -
appeal proof must be shown’ that the 1nformatlon was not
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subj: FPIKAL DECI

N IN THE CASE OF CAPT CLEMMIE L. WILLTAME,.
HC 2 USHR r @ =

available.at the time of the hearing and could not have been

‘discovered by you at that time even with the exercise of due

dllzgence

7. BUMED will review the stategd grounds for appeal the evidence
{ "d, and any new informatlon permitted. The standard for
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23 Ocrober 1995

From: CAPT Clemmie L, Williams, MC, USNR
To: Commanding Officer, United States Naval Hospital Naples

Subj: - RESPONSE TO PEER REVIEW FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Ref: (a) BUMEDINST 6320.67

1, As provided for in reference {(a), the following comments‘
regarding the peer review panel’sg flndlngs and recommendations are
gubmitted. I believe the totality of the ev1dence shows the
atlegations whiéh- the parel dFcldred werd Eridary,’ in" fack,
unfounded. :

2. Regardlng al;egatlon one, that I failed te render safe, guality

~cape, all patients treated by me at Ndval Hospltal Naples ‘have done

well. There have been no. 1n3ur1as, no 1nappropr1@te diagnoses, or
inconrect therapy. I inwite’ your attention t® pages 37-38, 55-58,
67592, and 94-of the transcript of «the testidmon fore” the panel

Add; 1onally, the emgrgency room chart revigw fouid.no erfrors in
charting, diagnosis, or therapy {pp.52-53, trangeript). It{makes
no ‘#efise that A 100% review of my -emergency rogm work would £ind no
‘5 while only a 20% revmew of my work 1n : -

ts In the case of Mr.
ed ppe exam based on h

ate tests and gave’ hlm.a f
in seven to ten days_ ;

. a rectal . ‘ekamn untll a 1ater t:.me
ral is likely. Ih the case of LT
er him not wanting a redtal exam, an
t for his wishes, Although I di# not. P&
the examination record stating a roctal
1bil;ty for the retord is obviously mine,
his written statement and his test
‘was unhappy’ with my tréatdient.
[ arit’ is clear he was complet@ly sahlww;
‘p o & a

4. ngardmng allegation two that I demongtrated deficits in wy

medical knowledge, expertige,;. and judgment, I note the flxst tdme
I ta@k the three-day medical licensura exam in Callfornma, I
padged . 1 pasged the two-day Board Certification in Family
Practice. © I have not recertified in Family Practice betause T

- began formal tralnlng ;n medical management ab tbe University of
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7. I welcome the opportunity to receive any cramnmng you deem
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California. I am presently Board Qualified in medical management
and am on schedule to take the Board exam, Next year I intend.to
pursue recertification in Family Practice. I am currently BCLS,
ACLS, and ATLS trained and certified:. Each year I have accumulated
the necegsary hours to maintain licensure and receive the Physician
Regognitdon Award. I ama Fellow of the American Academy of Family
Practice Physiclans,  In September 1995, I attended the Natiomal-

-8cientific Assembly in California, where the emphasis wag on
d mentatlon I have practiced medicing for over btwenty ysars
with no QA issues, patient co Vlalnts, adverse privileging actions,
1 itg, or 1njury to any patient. Twelve years of my [o]]

een spent in the military community. I gubmlt AP
sément of my work at ‘Twentynine Palms, which wag befor

“as an  exhibit,” i fe accurate -thHap ~chg o

itted before 'the panel my ref)

uation of officers who adi
ice obstetrics wds the spurce of tension between them and ne,
11 fairness, coulgd-any. phygician withstznd an ntense review of
, 3 .0r her recordkeeping and come out of it with no errdrs found?
I ¥now of nothing whiich requlres such an irtense review under any
cxrcﬁmstances
5. Regardlng allegatron three, that my documentatmon in a number

of cases isg 1ncemplete inadaeguate, and or/inaccurate, in addltmon
to ‘what I stated in p ph 4 above, I admit .to ‘having made
oggdsional documentat;ou rrors, however I relterate n@t & single

ab 1utely certain ’ﬁﬁése ¢ : X
Sme“y by sending we: t@ CMF ln madical docnmenta-m

“Regardlng allegatlan flve that my patlent
o

5y 95 contains errer. 1t dlSCUSSeS a chmld;
effect from madi atlon glven to hlS lact

ine T prescribed s hi ;
" medications whmle in training at USC Women%
- effects ever noted. ‘fhe Physiclans’ Désk
etage these medications are contraindicated for Lag

--,3 m@thers

'ap-goprlate however, I am confident I can  contimse . to prac

ine as a GMO/Famlly Pradhtitioner in tde emerge Y- X
maining 19 months of my:assfignment to Naval
ght of my over twenty ard’ experiends wifh ishes
any -sort on my record, in light of the fact net oené patient
fered harm because of anything I did or failed to &0, I7¢
i do not doncur with the peér review panel’s findings regard ng
aklegacions one, two, three, and five, nor do I concur with their
recommendation to revoke ‘my privileges. I find it meosslble to
fdalrly and hohestly evaluate my perfomance, or any Physiclan’'s
performance, over a perlod of tlme ag short ag four months, as Ls
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the case here., This evaluation is particularly suspect in view of
the testimony before the panel which alluded to tensions I- had with
the other physicians over my refugal to practice ObBCECrlCS, a
refugsal T contend was not only in my best interests, but was in the
hospital’s and the local community’'s best interests. I contend
after you review the entire record, you will agree with me you

shotild ~ recommend to the Burdsi of Medicine and Surgery my

privilegeg should not be revoked.

Very respeckfully,

C L. WILLIAMS
CAPT MC USNR

.04
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29 Sep 95

From: Chairman, Peer Review Panel
To: Commanding Officer, U. S. Naval Hospital, Naples

Subj: PEER REVIEW PANEL HEARL
 WILLIAMS, MC, USNRY

IN, THEE CAS8E OF CAPT CLEMMIE L,

Ref: (a) SECNAVINST £320.23
(b} BUMEDINST 6320.67
(c) 'USNHNAPINST 6010.15
(d) Your Iltr dated 30 AUG 95

Enels. (1) Transaript of:peer-review:pamei~bearing~with exhibits

1. On 27 - 28 Sep 95 per the provrslone of references (a) through
(c), a peer rev1ew panel met as directed by reference (d).

FINDINGS

ALLEGATION 1) CAPT Williams failed to render .safe, quality
patient care. '

FINDINGS: a) Failed to perform generally-indicated exams - TRUE
(Undlsputed testlmony that no rectal exam was performed in a
patlent presenting -with hemospermia.)

b) Prescrilbied inappropriate antlbl@tlcs - FALSE - (No
substantlatlng e"dence presented ) ‘

ve appllcatlon of 11qu1d nltrogen
-of an unexpected outcome, but mot .
n-was improperly used

resicle con51stent with proper iuse o
tring is & known and frequently encountie
His procedure.)

v d) Made differential diagnoses unsupported by the
sight of the medical evidence - FALSE (In bk j s
ted. The most relavent case presented wa

) through B error on hib part.) '
- e) Made incomplete and/or inaccurate patlent madic
record entries - TRUR (Documentary evidence from Col. ]
that @ rectal exam was not performed when a réctal exal
récorded on the physical, and by 1mpL10aL1un, oh the ur
c@nsulp by CAPT Williams. Chart reviews and aﬂcempanylng
statements by DR. Lemme note a trend of insufficient
_documentation.)
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ALLEGATION 2)° CAPT Williams. demonstrated deficits in his medical
knowledge, expertise and judgement,

FINDINGS: a) Failed to perform generally-indicated examinations -
TRUE (CAPT Williams admits that he did not perform a rectal exam
in a patient with presenting complaint of hemospermia. CAPT
Williams testified that the patlent actually noted hematurla, but
a rectal exam was still indicated in this patient.)

b) Failed to take complete patient histories and failed
to perform complete medical examinations - TRUE (CAPT Williams
indicated that he ordered a répeat CT scan in a patieéent who d4id
not need the study. The. allegation that no medical record was

available places the burden” for a careful history more clearly
~ypen-the - physrclan An-exampie of an lneomplete medicgds

examlnatlon is noted in f£in&ing 2a above.)
- c) Inadéquately considered differential diagnoses -
FALSE (No documentation offered:)

"~ d) Iatrogenically injured cryotherapy patients through
excessive application of grydtherapy - FALSE (Aseprev1ously noted
the appllcatlon of c¢ryotherapy may have been appropxriate.)

@) -Failure-to- prescrlbe appropriate treatment of
diagnosed problems - FALSE (No significant documentation was
offered.) '

- ALLEGATION 3) CAPT Williams“’ documentatlon in a number of cases

lS lncomplete, inadequate, and/or inaccurate.

nize, or take note of,. a recent CT-
8" a sefond CT scan w1thin‘45 days of

FINDIN@S a) Failed to rec
g “&f 'a patient and orde

ferst ¢ scan - TRUE (CAPT Williams testified that thls did
ocour . )

b) Failed to annotate any vital 51gns or hlstory other
remarital exam: PEYWNL" - FALSE (therally true bt
dtion is con51stent with common practice for

- ). Noted "rectal/genltal exam deferred"

1ndlcated to hls preceptor that the patle t se
ALSE. (CAPT Wllllams testified he did defer hig rectal
' but there is no documéntation that this
: : s exam. This allegation appears to be a
,mixtu“e of two cases.)
) d) . Removed warts with.liquid nitrogen, causing
1cant tissue necrosis with no health record entry made of

"“the chart was 53511y AVl EbTE " ana

“1iams indicates th
that no notes were present.)

ALLEGATION 4) CAPT Williams' overly aggle591ve use of cryotherapy
resulted in iatrogenic 1njury to two patlents FALSE (See le -

»above )




would be best if the Lralnlng was not

’ -_l.l'

ALLEGATION 5) Desplte preceptor counse]llng and recommendaLlons,
CAPT Williams’ clinical patient skills failed to improve, as
evidenced by Head , Family Practice Department memorandum to CAPT
Williams, dated 18 April 1995; thé Head, Family Practice
Department memorandum to Capt Williams, dated 26 May 1995, and
the second cryotherapy injury case occurring on 2 Jun 1995 -
TRUE -

FINDINGS: a) (The above noted memeranda, in conjunction with the
ahart review conducted by the Department of Family Practice
demonstrates a persistent and unaceeptable rate of chart
deficiencies of 22 to 39% over a four wmonth pericd. It has been

‘noteéd that the concurrent rev1ew of ;Emergency Department records

lencies, The crygtherapy case

rated no charting de
rlier.)

d hag been discusee

concwsxons‘

ALLEGATION 1) CAPT Wllllams failed to. render safe, quallty
patient care. TRUE

ALLEGATION 2) CAPT Wiliiams demonstrated deficits in his medical
knowledge, expertise and judgement. TRUE '

ALLEG@TION 3) CAPT Williams'’ decumeﬁtation in a number of cases
is incemplete, inadequate, and/or inaccurate. TRUE

ALLEGATION 4) CAPT Williams” ovexrly aggressive use. of crjotherapyz
resulted in 1atrogen1c injury to twe-patients. FALSE

ALLEGATION 5) Desplte preceptor counselling and recommendatlons,
CAPT Williams’ clinical patlent skills failed, to improve.  TRUE

. RECOMMENDATIONS

1) It is recommended that CAPT Wllllams have his credentials
revoked

2) CAPT Williams should be allowed to participate in refresher
trairiing until such time as he démonsteates proficiency in his
eliniéal skills. This shouwld be «doné in a formalized training.
sett ng and should allow suff1c1ent -'me and rotatilons through
1 .speeialties. Such .t ! :euld provide. regularly
led feedback. The duratidn shov not be less than six
monthg. In the interest of CART Wlll“ams and, the US Nawvy it

: ittenpted at NH Naples.
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From: Commanding Officer, U. 8. Naval Hospital
To: CAPT Clemmie L. Williams, MC, USN

Subj: NOTICE OF CLINICAL PRIVILEGES SUSPENSION AND ADVICE OF
- RIGHTS 1

Ref. (a) SECNAVINST 6320.33
(b) BUMEDINST 6320 67

1. I haVe deternined that there is SUfflClent evzdence 1ndlcat~
1ng a professional impairment on your part All your clinical
perlleges at Naval Hospital Naples,‘“ includlng any branch
nedical clinics lnder my commarnd, are s,_ ghded, effective
immediately. Authority +to engage in any off=duty remunerative
employment is hereby w1thdrawn

2., Per Teferences f(a) and (b)Y, you are adv1sed of the follow1ng
rlghtS‘ .

a.- In pases of partial suspenslon, (not appllcable in this
case,) all clinical privileges Ccould be revoked based upon
addltlonal 1nvest1gat1ve findings or peer Feview: recommendatlons

bﬁ Your staff appointment could be-reyoked.-

¢. The grounds fof'suépension.arerES ﬁ@llgwst-

1)' You fa1led to render safe, quality s

N 2) You demonstrate deficits in your medical knowledge
tlse and judgement as ev1denced by yo r failure to perform
: ure to tike com-
rform complete

“al examlnatlons, by you
Frdlagnbses; by y@ur &

patients through excessive apollcatlon of cryotherapy, and by

your Eallure to presc ribe approprlate tredtment for dlagnosed

4problems.

FOR "OFFICIAL UBE ONLY




days) to consult §

_hearmng and to be present at the hearing.

(Health Affairs), and the other orqanlzatlons or agencles as
.requ;red by refererces. (a) and (b).

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

subj: NOTICE OF CLINICAL PRIVILEGES SUSPENSION AND ADVICE OF
RIGHTS . . ‘

3) VYour patient documentation in a number of cases is
ingomplete, inadeguate and/@r lnaccurate, as evidenced by cases
where. you failed %o recegnlze, or take note. of,.a recent CT scan
on a patient and ordersd~a second CT scan w1th1n 45 days of first
CT sgan; Where you: iled to annpctate amy wdital signs or history
other ‘than "pre~marital exam: PEIWNL"; where you notated "rec-
tal/genltal exam deferped" on a patient-where tha p@tlent denies

’uch Exam done and here you 1ndlcated to your preceptor that
ché ' removed warts w1th

"le it e

4) Your gverly aggre551ve use of cryotherapy resulted
in Latrogenlc 1njury o two patlents

e p'eceptor counselling - and recommendatlons,
¢1Ys. Failed to improvej;-as-evidenced by
Department memorandum‘,o you, dated 18

Head C
Aprll 1995 " the He d, Family Practice Depaxptment memorandum o

you, . dated 26 May 1995, and the second cryetherapy 1njUry case

A

,0ccurrlng cn 2 JUN 1995

edsonable OpportUNLty (ncrmally w1thln 7

1ng any the

- 4. The right to a g
.nsel before electlng ox wa

{in thlS ‘pal

2. The right to have the case heard at a peer rev1ow panel

The rlght to representatlon by counsel_at £ ”heeringf

~g. The rlght to present evidence at the he

: '55h. The right toe waive the rights in paragraph 2 d through
2.g. of this letter. 4

If the flnal action after completion of'all appeal
ares is to deny, limit or revoke clihical % il -
té staff appoiptment, that fact must be
ion of State medlcal Boards, States of 1

5 as applic ble;

2 - FOR_OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

_subj: NOTICE OoF CLINICAL PRIVILEGES SUSPENSION AND ADVICE OF
' RIGHTS

J.' That fallure to respond after a reasonable opportunlty
to consult with counsel constitutes a walver of the rlghts in
paragraph 2. d. through 2,g. of this letter. ,

X. That failure to appear without good cause at the hearing
constitutes waiver of the right to be present at the hearing.

3. This action may result in.permanent suspenslen, Limitation,
or revocation of your clinical privileges. Per ref rences (a)

EanaT (b), you @re ‘entitled to yeguest  the cat tora
pyer reV1ew panel for an administrative hear: quest.for
a peer review panel hearing should be mfd“* “within 7
~days from the date of reCelpt of this,

“Copy to: . , )

Chairman, ECOMS : - . .
/f\ : . - /

RETURN ENDORSEMENT

From: CAPT C. L. Williams, MC, USNR, i

'To.- : Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Lles A
1. I acknowledge receipt of the ahove letter ¢n051w$( July,
_1995. ‘ T
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~ , - - 5 E FOR_OFFICTAL USE ONLY

et




